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K "~ PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
: .-
%
. . & . . '
Iin 1981 Hage and Hull developed a typology of organizations
based on two majdr diﬁensions: jscale and complexity. Theif

secondary analysis of data collected in 1973 by Blau's

Comparative Organization Research Program (1976) supported their
a N \ —j -
apriori reasoning and thus gave some face validity to the

typology. The.very fact that the two sociologists used an

existing data set collécted for other\purposes adds credibility

-

o

to theif contention that scale and complexity can be employed
to generate a typology of organizations' environmental niches.

Hage and Hull undertook their analysis primarily to

‘broaden the theoretical-framework of researich in innovation.

\ v _
This study will look at how public relations is related to

this same typology of organizational systems. The resulting
addition to the body of knowledge about organizations and
their public relations practices should be beneficial to all
9 .

students of organizations as well as tou public relations L

scholars, teachers and practitioners.
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_REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

4

. .
.\s F _ . " Structure

c
Within the Titerature of sociology, much has been

written to Support the structuralist position that structure

and organizatlonal constraints control the flow of information.

both within the organization and from .it to its various L.

w

relevant external publics. Sigce this study uses the

O(ganization.as the primary level of analysis, this stfucturalist
. ! ' ‘ ”

approach seems appropriate. As Hall (1972:291) summarizes:

« « »the communicatiohs system is vitally affected

by other structural .-factors. Communications do

not exist outside the total organizational

framework.. . .- '

-

Hage and Hull (1981) argue that. scale and task complexity -
are two critical structural variables that subsume other
(mportant structural considerations. Large scale of the

environment, for example, is also positively related to large
"
size of the organization; low uncertainty; environmental task

non-variability; codified (analyzable) knowledge:; ahda stable,
static environment. Small environmental scale'is positively

correlated with small organizational size; high environmental

uncertainty; task variability; uncodified knowledge; and a

shifting, dynamic environment. \\\N’/

»

The key concept to emerge from all these consideraticns
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-+ of scale (also referred to in the'llterature as "size,"

» N t

"market deémand' or ""'sales volumef) is the repetltlveness‘of
eQ‘nts rather than a er number . (number of employees, _ ' Y,
number of cllents, number_of sales dollars, etc.).

Vatiables having effect§ paraftidel to_complexlty_include
technical §ophlstjcation, skill level, search hehavlor and
homogeneity (fen diverse functions) or heterogenelty (many
] diverse functlons) (Hage and Hull, 1981). .

l Cf Since Hage and Hullcﬁﬁcelye,of'both‘task complexlty
and scale as‘inpot dimensions of work, the two researchersﬁ
also believe these dimensions relate to dlffere@ces in the

throughput of organizations--the basnc structure of the work

Plow, or production technology.

LY

Selecting the correct dimension, for all three of these
structural variableS*is critical. Too often the, emphasis on

o

technology, for example, has been routineness (Perrow, 1967;

Hage ang Aiken, 1969) or automation” (Hickson et.al., 1969;
Woodward, 1965; Sheppard, 1971). These dimensions accent the
maghines"iﬁvolved'rather than the skills necessary to operate
them as well. A more appropriate measure of technology, then,
might be knowledge or task techn})qu or what Hage and Hull
(1981:4) call what is known about the production of a partlcular
oroduct and how important skill level is for production." Thls

concept incorporates both the human and mechanistic elements

of technology. | | ‘ «
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" The two rociologists, borrownng from.economic thought,
, . apply the supcly/demand prlncnple to technolopy (1981:4- 5)

" On the supply, slde,.technology is best vnewed
as the level of knowledge known about how to
.produce a product. The more that is known, the
more sophisticated must be the skill levels of
the people employed to .develop, rproduce and market
the-product or produce the service. As Lawrence
and Lofsch (1976b) suggest, the growth in knowledge
not only means that routine work is replaced by '
machines, but also that more specialized skills are
needed. While at any moment in time there are
{ ‘trade-offs between machines and personnel, the
.evolutionary trend is for growth in task knowledge
to lead to both greater machine and personnel
sophlstlcatlon.

Thompson (1967:15-18), in compglible measure of

technology,.developed the cdncepts of "long-linked," "intensive"
Aand ''mediatiing.'" A long-linked technology, as found in the
v assembly line, ". . .invblves serial ihterdependence in the
: -

sense thar act-Z can be performed only after successful
completion of .act Y, which in turn rests on act X, and so on,"
0rganization§ with mediating technol;gy like banks, insurance
¥ companiesiend the post off{ce “"link clients or CUstemers who are
or wish to be/ZZ&ependent.” lntens[ve technology, as found in
hospitals(’:;es a variety'bf techniques ro bring about change;
"but the selection, combination and order of application are
determined by feedback frem the object itsel f."

Some reegarchers, following Wogdward's study of 20 .
Britieh manufacturing firms (1965), consider technology the key

element in organizational structure "Other theorists echo Blau

et. al. (1976) and Hickson et. al. (1969)‘|n contending that
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size dominates.organizational structure. Conflicting findings

in subsequent researéh, however, fail to confirm either of these
. ' - . . .

two approaches (see Hull, 1977 and 1979 and Kimberly, 1976, for

a suhﬁary of these studies).

Hull (1977:18) showed ihat size and non-variésility measures
(scale and task ;omplexity) have parallel effects on organicational
strut;ure. Me demonstrafed-that Ehese two basic dimensions, —
then, ''meaningfully a}réy and summar}ze,;he'major coﬁceéts used

in most typologieﬁ”--those of Thompsoﬁ; |96J; Perrow, 1967;

/ " {

Lawrence énd'Lorsch, 1967a and b; and Hage, 1980. The -
fesultaﬁf fourrcell typology makes organizational analysis a
more practical undertaking than with complexrtypoiogies ranging

up to. 6% cells (Jurkovich, cited in Hage and Hull, 1981). But
the limitations of the two dimensions, as Hage and Hull (19815 *

!

, ) concede, also dictate their conception in abstfact terms:
N -ty ’ ' ¢

"The scalé dimension is the number of “quantities in time: the

complegkty dimension is the abstract relationship among a number

N

of qualities in space."

~

‘The resulting typology of organizational design is shown

in Figure 1 (from Hage and Hull, 1881;22.5). Type | organizations.

-

accprding to the Hage-Hull four-cell matrix, are tybically small-
scale operations Qith\lnw complexity., These organizations, éalled
"traditional' or '"craft,'" have a 'low knowledge base and few
'employees. Because few small organizations have a public
:relations department, this study e%pects tb find little public

N
relations acti'vity in this sector.

~
\ ’ ' ~
~
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Type 2, or "mechanical' organizations, ;n the other hand,
are large-;cale,'lay complexity strhctures that employ many
people. Althouéh\tzey share a'lpw knowledge-bése with type |
organizations, their rery size should jndicate the presence
of‘a public relations department and i{é myriad Sctiyities.
szé 3 organizations, called ''organic'" from the Burns ::d-
Stalker mddel (1961), are small scale but characterized by high
comglexify. The few employees they do have (relatively) tend
to be highly skilled professiﬁnals an&yamong them one would

expect to find public relations professionals. Type 4

organizations, of a mixed mechanical/organic make-up, are

large-scale, high-complexity operations that employ many people.

Because they are characterized by product mix and accompanying
mix of larbe agd moderateiy sized market context as Qell as
(;wﬁfting numbérs of competitors, they woufd seem to haQe the
greatest n;ed for a large, cqmprehen;ive public relations
‘ program that'reacﬁes outside of the o}ganization itself,
- For a more comprehensive p;ofile of the four organization

types, see Figure 2 (from Hage and Hull, 1981:12.5).
Public Relations

No previous study has atteémpted to describe public
relations programs within organizations according to these
R four organization types. The literature does suggest that in
type 4, however, one would expect to find many professionals

/
and boundary spanners (Hage and Hull, 1981; Mintzberg, 1979);

[
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A Typology of Ehvlronmental Niches Based on

The Inputs of Knowledge Technology and Scale
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.. '.--'1" LS T . SCALE ’E!’
oM "omall L, large '
Iype #1y 'I‘I!ADI'I‘IONA!-c Type #21 mature, mass
PERPORMANCES PERFORMANCES,

Innovation in products moderats,
innovation in process low. Product
11" lod.l'ltl. '

Pradugtivity low, volume fluctuatee, .

INPUTS, . ’ : '

Knowledg? base low, craftsmen gnd semi-

professionals. R4D negligible

jnchinu simple arx! general purpose. Pew
employeses.

MARKET CONTEXT

Many firms of vnr¥Ln¢ sisss, dut nome
dominant, essentinlly the classical
-ar!ot context. ROI usually small,

Innovation in products low, but occasional
qualitative breakthroughs; process inno-
vation modsrate..Product life long,
Productivity high, volume massive and stable.
INPUTS, . s :
Knowledge base Yow,mostly unskilled workers
with some technical experts. RaD propor-
tionately small, but with long-term payorf,
Machines specialited and moderately automatic
in nlaenb1¥ lines. Many employess. .o
MARKET CONTEXT. ' '
Few firme of large size, oligopoly of suc-

cesaful firms operate in,a monopoly context, |

ROI moderate, relatively stabdle.

Zyps #31 sorursricaren, srrciaLrTY

PRAPORMANCES

Innovation in products high, process
innovation moderats, relatively high
liklihood of qyalitative break throughs.
Product life short.

Productivity low, volume low, prototypes
and mmall batch runs. .

INPUTS,

/Knowlodgn base highiskills of profession-
als, technicians, and master craftsmen.
R&D proportionatcly large, short-term
payof?f, . . ,

Machines general purpose with some highly
technical, Pew employess.

MARKET CONTEXT: ,

Many firss in fluid competitions as pro-
ducts constantly under development, In-
dividuated market context. ROI extremely
high for successful risks, dbut unstable,

Iype #4: sorrrsTicaTED, MASS

PERP.IQANCES: -

- Innoa:zian in produ t{ and innovation in
proces/, -moderate . fHoderate likelihood of
qualisative breaXthrough. Product )ife
rela‘ively short.

Prziuctivity is moderate; VYolume large, but.
efficlency hampered by product mix. .

INPUTS, .

Knowledge base highiskills of maintenance
workers, engineers, and professional man-
agers. R&D moderats, both short and long-
term payoff. L

Machines are varied frde general purpose to
highly automatic, continuous process. Many
eRployees. .

MARKET CONTEXT: .

Some firms of large size and various of
moderated pire, shifting number of compe ti-
tors, monopoly market context for major
product lines; but segmantation of gthers.
ROI moderately high, moderately stabdle.

10
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and'pubgic relatiops professionals are considered boundary
personnel.” (Schein [1970] described this [inking—pin
individual as a key person in both the orgahfzation and its -
environment, Other organization theorists alluding to the
boundary ro f include March and Simon [1958], Hall [1972),
Perrow [1972], Wilensky [1967], Evan [i966], Guetzkow.[1966],
and Blau and Scott [1962].) o

Hage (1980) suggests that as the speed of technological
change increases, so will cooperative relationships between'
an organization and its environment via the communication linkage.
He cites the reiationship between industry and academia in’
Germany and betwegn the fed;ral‘government and private industry
in this country's |PA program. This situation could encompass
‘both type 3 and type 4 organizations since both are characterized
by high rates of knowledge change and growing complexity. Burns
and Stalker (1961) content that the context of cbm;unication in
organic organizations, though, consists of information and |
advice. The research of Lawrence and Lorsch {1967a) indicates
that a successful organization in a ver; uncertain environment
uses integrating individuals to coordinate the work of inter-
dependent units or activ}ties within the organization. Again,
these boundary personnei in public relations are directing

their efforts inward rather than outward, as described in the

‘ Hage research.

Finally, Tracy and Azumi (1976) found strong support for

Y
the notion that task scope, or complexity, is positively

rd

11
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“ related to the presence of communication. |n ‘the setting of

. hb Japanese factories, they discovered a greater reliance on

v - N O
. communication as a mechanism of control in large-scale

organizations. One would expect, then, to find more communication
in large-scale, complex organizations than in small-scale
organiiatlons of low complexity. However, these two researchers
used "administrative intensity' as an indirect measure for the
volume of communication so perhaps their theory cannot be used

to predict the volume or kind of public relations activity as

yo .
well., .

. .
A -~ ’.ﬂ‘\

Research Questions
L : . 3

\ Because the literature relating organizational communication

A and especially publfc relations to the Hage~Hull typology is
suggestive at best, hypotheses about their relationship seem
preﬁature. Instead, based on the.theoretical framework outlined
above, this skudy will try to answer the following recearch
questions.

1. a, What kinds of public relations activities, or

organizational output, are typical in each of the
J :

fbg?ﬁgpge-Hull input typologies?

‘!‘;1‘,, -

. b, Do these activities vary significantly from one type
to another?

2. DogsSthe type of technology, or organizational
throughput (extent of mechanization and also Thompson-

based long-linked, mediating or intensive), within

ERIC o 12
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‘
the four types alter the relationipip between
type ané public relations.activities most prevalent
there?

What structural variables within the public relations
fun;tion vary slgnificantly‘frbm'type to type? These
vhriab;es include size of the public relations
department (in relatiSF to the total d?ganization),
centralization of both public relations clearance
aﬁ& policy, formalfzation of\job description for
public relétions personnel and authar}ty level of

the public relations function.

~d

se

13 .



METHODOLOGY

Existing data collected by Grunig and analyzed in his
1976 honograph ""Organizations and Publiq Relations: Testing
a Communication Theory'" were the basis for this secondary

analysis.
The Original Survey

Populatipn for the origfnal study was defined as all
organizgtinns emgloying public relations practitioners in
the Baltimore-Washington area. The 216 orgﬁqizations responding
represented near}y every type of organiza£ion, with thé exception
of trade associatipns and public relations firms since they
'Inbv{de public relatiohs services.to diverse Elients. Included
in the survey were local, state and federal governmental
agencies; hospitals; ;hurches; banks; real estate firms; schools;
department stores; insurance companies; and manufaﬁturers. They
varied in size from a modest resource'institute to the mammoth
American Telephone and Telegraph Company. Howg@er, large
organizations in terms of personnel size were overrepresented
in the ﬁail qu;stiohnalre since few small-scale organizations
employ people solely to handle public relations activities.

A third important characteristic of the original samplé,

in addition to its impressiye array of kinds of organizations

12
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but-emphasis on the large ones, is -its reliance on individual,
subjective data.ssif-reported by one person wi;hin each
organization. Financial resources limited responses to a -,
single member of each organization ;the top official of the
public relations department. And'althobgﬁ_most questions
could be answered objectively  (like '"lIs there a written job
description for your position in éhe organization?“), a few

(1ike "How would you characterize the basic prbieduges or

activities used in your organization? Are they very routine

-~

{ -
and unchanging? Somewhat routine and unchanging?" etc.)

required opinion.

Nine ;tructural variables often used in organizational
research were included in the study. They are size, age,
complexlty, centralization, formalization, stratification,
P*oductivity, efficiency and compliance patterns. In addition,
Grlunig measured 16 common public relations practices a#nd other
communjcationtvariables taken from the organizational literature.
Frow the resulting data, he discussed im;lications of his

theory of communication behavior for the teaching and practice

of public relations.
Secondary Analysis

Grunig's survey data were analyzed to develop organizational
types based on scale and task complexity and to examine the
relationshi} between those typEs, or independent variables, and

the communication, or dependent, variables. The study also

Al
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looked at the relationship of technology,\or the intervening
variable, with bota dependent- and independent variables.
Conceptually, the envifFonmental context or scale and complexity
was considered the organization's input, technology the
throughput and public relations activify the output. Statistical
procedures included frequenty counts, factor analysis, Pearson

correlations and breakdown. , S

Factor Analysis

A prelimjnary factor a;alysis eliminated suberfluous
vériableﬁ, those that seemed to measure much the same procedure,
from Grunig's list of 16 typical public relations activities. S
Only variables thét loaded high on more than oﬁ; factor and
those that ]oéded very high on axgingle factor were included in

the subsequent correlations. -

Correlation of Communigaticn Variables with Organization Types
)

The rotated factor matrix provided a basis for (educing the
original list’bf public relations activities to a more manageable
list, less than a third of its or}ginal size, Six other
communication variables also were correlated w}th the four
types of organizations outlined in the Hage-Hull matrix. They
are:

1. Size of the public.relations or public tafoaematton

department, as measured by number of professionals wo&kiﬁg

thgre (grouped in categories of 'less than 5§, 5-10, 11-25,

8]

16



15

26-50 and more than 50'").

2. Centraliz;tion of the public relations clearanc[
process, as charocterized by the procedures for clearance
of news ?e!easqa*and publications (wjth fOur'résp0ﬁsés

//J ranging from ''no clearance requiféd except for policy

statements' to ''clearance required by several peoplew
" throughout the organi;ation“). ’

3. Centralizatién'of puBlic relations policy, determining

if decisions about this policy are made by top administrators

or, on a four-point continuum, by the public relations

-
-

staff alone.
L, Power of the public relations department in relation
‘to other departments within the organization, as gauged "

by a five-point sgale ranging from "much more influence"

k\ to "much less inflyence}“ S
5.‘\Aq}hority level of the public relations or public T
inforqé}ion department, w{th possibilities stated as “bart
of ?g; manq&ﬂfnt,“ "‘middle-level manag;ment“ and "'staff

fqnétﬁ6; which is not part of man?gement.”
6. For lization of the job description‘for the ﬁublic
relations position in the organization.(iﬁcluding extent
of deviation from that description, if it exists)..
, The resulting correlations began to answer research
questions 1. a. and 3--the kinds of pubric relations activities

and other publﬁc relations dimensions typically found within

each of the four types of organizations described by Hage and

'ERIC | 17
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The que-Hull Typology

v

Two environmental input variables, rate of knowledge
change and routinization or predictability of technology,
were recoded from the original questionnaire values to fit

into the four-<ell Hage-Huli matrix. To accomplish this,

fhey were dichotomized at the median value. Cutting.at this S
arbitrary point created dummy variables to represe;t each of
the four‘types. ,

The first of these independent variables, representing
task complexity, asked respondents, ''In recenE years has the | Lo
level of knowledge related to the procedures or'activities
used in your organizagion been expanding rapfdly, slowly,lor
not at, all?! Reshonsg categorie, “radidly,” "slowly'" or 'not
at all," split ét the median, were divided into the two
categories representing low and high complexity: 'slowly' and
"nut at all' were combined to form the '"low' cell and '"rapidly"
represented the "high' cell.

The second independent variable, scale, was measured by
asking respondents about the repetitiveness of.events in their
organizational! context: ''How would you characterize the basic
procedures or activities used in your organization? Are they
very routine and unchanging, somewhat routine and unchanging,

. )

somewhat unpredictable and constantly changing, or very

unpredictable and constantly changing?' Once again, these

, 18
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response categories were Sp}it'ag the meaﬁanrjwnosthe two
categor{es r preseﬁting smal{,and large'scale. The first two
combined t@ represent "small'" and the second two, ''large."
Initially, of course, the two variables representing scale and
task complexity had been correlated wifh each other to ensure
they were additive, or truly me;suring different organizational

dimensions.

S - ._ .
\ . .

Other Correlations

¢ b J

] Another.  correlation with .the Hage-Hull typéﬁogy was with
the single structural variable “ijze of the orgahizapion,” as
measured by total number of employees (mémbers or volunteers)
working in the organization,.

Finally, the four technology variables were qorrelated
wit-h each other, with the communication variables, and with
the fqur types of organization;. The first measured the
extent of mechanization (;n a four-point scale ranging from
"higyhly mechanized' to ''mechanized hardly at all') and the
other ‘three represented the three types of technology measures
defined by Thompson: long-linked, mediating and intensive,
Together these correlations helped to answer fhe sécond research

question regarding the relationship between technology, or an

prganization's throughout, and its input and output.

Breakdown

Another statistical technique, breakdown, gave 1;ﬁean

19
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score Tor each of the communication variables withjn the
four-cell matrix as well as the number of organizations
falling in each type. Accompanying one-way analysis of
¥ variance determined whether or not those means are really 4
different. By so doing this process hélped to answer research

question 1, bB, or whether or not public relations activities

= vary significantly from one type of organizafion to another,

{

20
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FINDINGS

. X ‘ ib ' 5 ("
_ Frequencies .x\\

The first statistical procedure was a simple frequency
\\ count for each of the 70 variables in the questionnaire. The -
resultirng percentages,’ although interesting in themselves,
yre}d the.least.insight among the other statistical procedures
undertaken here into the relationship between public relations
and the four organizational types, However, the'frequency
count provid;d the ihitiak insight into the overrepresentation'
of large organizations in the sample: ° the mean for this
variable was 3.093, indicating that the l,average size as

measured by total number of employees was between 1,000-5,000

and 5,000-10,000. The mode was 5, or '"more than 10,000."
i N ‘ e i .
// Factor Analysis ) ’
0 -

Factor analysis of .the 16 common public relations practices

v

eliminated the considergtion of extraneous variables from the

' v .
ensuing correlations, lt grouped the following variables into
)
five categories: writing press releaes; conducting forma!

surveys of the public or employees before beginning a project

7

or to evaluate the result of a project; conducting informal
research of the public or employees before a project or in
order to evaluate the results of a project; preparing house

organs, magazines, newsletters, publications; making informal

”
.
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contacts with the publfq; mékingmcontacts with "thought '
leaders''; mékﬁng i;formal contacts with ﬁewsmen; hQIdiné
press conferences and making formal contact-wffh newsmen; .
staging events, tours, open héuses; preparing tapes, films,
audio-visual materials; preparing institutional adJertisemenxs;;'
counseling management or administrators on publfc opinion
toward the organization; contacting gové;nmental officials,
and writing speeches. . ’

Results are shown in Tabie 1. Only the first two factors
have an eiéenvalue greater than 1.Q, the cqnventional criterion
for deteémining the numbey of'relevant factors. (Together
thése two factors explain almost three-fourths of the variance.)
However, three variables load high on more than one fact;r so
they seem to indicate a pervasive public relations practice
that should be included in the'correlation with the four Hage-
Hull types. They are writing press releases,'holding press
conferences and counseling management. fwo other variables,
conducting informal research before a project and writing
speeches, load extr;ordinarily high on distinct factors (factor
) and factor 4) so they were also included in the subsequ;nt
correlations. | |

Correlations
» A1l throughput /variables, }hput variables and major

output variables were correlated with each other and with the

four types of organizations, based on structural dimensions of
s .
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Table | ‘ S
. \ ' . ) ' ‘{
' " FACTOR LOADINGS ON 16 COMMON PUBLIC RELATIONS ACTIVITIES (based on varimax.rotation)
Activity . -
. N .
A ervey e eases . FACTCR 1 FACTCR 2 FARTCR T FACTOR a4  FACTOR 5 ccupLMaLITY
* 3, Formal survey to eval. L8112 07290 1117 RESFL - d08AC .nopan
i -oNERAN9 o 7T1R272 «22N%9 « 182417 LYY ¢1n17
l’.. |nforma| res. bef. proj. NETLE .q?nop 2oran .ntaea -nNYRPC ¢ :Of‘"’
5, Informal res. to eval, -.07n%0 19497 ALY L1651 <2409 _qog\n
o 6. House organs, nmewsletter .}2;;" .;Z;L: .312:; .2:;%; .8;;;; c%xQ@?8
= [ ] - [ ] - [ ] . [ ] [ ] d - .
7. Informal contacts/news ..7?,_.-7, -.CH4NH 0TIna JEINE OGED7 :30383
8. Press conferences - YIRS -.0gN21 ,NE77T0 cTIBTS ~.NA1099 NTSAL
9. é;ﬁqrmal cont. w. publ. LNNS13 -3 .16"1 -27322 -23;‘% ..U;gg
Lofy) . th ht 1drs. 210U « 13RA9 J1usSsH o N& 5977 86
l‘?' Stat?:t Zveﬁtiug vorars JNELCG 71687 1775”7 a2378 L798R¢ .T9309
. ging . NYELY .109094 LNAAAY e?b74K7 16767 ,e12319
12. Preparing av materials L LJTERTE - ,NK00°" L2 CYuP «21257 Y,TNqoN
\"5. Institutional ads .1;"'1‘@ .163:2 .;;l";: .;l‘;:; .;8:’.3 .::l'zg
. . . «.%173 - e -~ o [ ~ el ° .
}g' gounselnng mana?iwe?t‘ N3KET: _Lgaog JNP777 CNARAT s NUARD . 19198
. ontact govt. O fcrats - '
16. Writing speeches
« ) ’
» e
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scale and complexity. Peagyson product-moment correlation

: 1)
coefficients of the variables with the Hage-Hull types are

-

shown in Table 4. _ ’ - j

Table 2 shows that the two stnucturaf dimensions of tHe
environmgnt, scale and tasx complexity,“are not strongly
correlated with each other. This key finding indicat?s that
the two ttuly are different dimensions rather than a single
dimension. This ika of strong assoFiation (.07, p <.10) alJo
means that the two vary only moderatély together. (This same
finding characterized the Hagé-guil (lSBl),ané!y;is but wag a
problem in the ear??qr Burns and Stalger-(l961)frgsearch:
Al}hough multi-dimensional, the dimensions on their organic--
mechanical continuum were assumea to vary together.) Hag;';
research (1980) has indicated that since complexity and size
are not related, these are truly-cfitic?l dimensidns to cross-
tLassify in cohstructing a typology. ~

Results of the Pearson correlation of the technology, or
throuéhput, variabI;s with each other are shown in Table 3.
Extent of mechanization is significantly and positively correlated
with long-linked technology, as indicated by Thompson's notion
of the assembly-line process. Mechanization fs inherent in
this type of techno‘ogy. Correlations with Thompson's other
two types of technology, mediéting and intensive, tend to be
negative but are statistically weak.

Long-linked technology is significantly and negatively

correlated with both mediating and intensive technology. In

Q ’ ) [ o4
ERIC <5




Table 2

CORRELATES OF ORGANIZATIONAL DIMENSIONS WITH EACH OTHER

Scale . Complexity
Scale 1.00 - L07*
Complexity .07% 1.00
-*Significant at the .10 level.
Table 3

CORRELATES OF TECHNOLOGY VARIABLES WITH EACH OTHER AND WITH SELECTED
COMMUNICATION VARIABLES

Technology
Mechanijzation
Long-linked
Mediating

intensive

Communication

writing press releases

conducting informal research
fore a project '

Holding press conferences &
Making contact with newsmen

Counseling management i
Writing speeches
Size of pr depafbmgnt

Centralization of °
pr clearance N

Centralization of pr policy
Power of pr department
‘Authority level of pr dept.

Formalization of pr
" job description

[

.

Mechanization Long-linked Mediating Intensive

1.00 -

WL ERER

-.07%

-0

-0k
-.06

.06

.09
-.00

L

.06

.06

.00
- .09+
-.01}

s

L 29k
.00'
cm o 2heeee
- h0

o -

07
.06

.08

.09x
Ak
307
N B

.00
.03
.03
:00

4

-

-.07*
- b
1.00

‘=, 7EaEE

-.04
-.05

-1 5'.':’.‘:

=07

.03

- =.05

-.19
o B

.10
A Qv

75&.!-&&
. R RINL

.0C

.08

.09%

. 09

/.00

.04
.08
.06

.06
.02
.02

RLE

“Significant at the .10 level,
:'::':SignifiCﬁnt at the .05 level.
“ri§ignificant at the .01 level.

wwriSignificant at the .00l level,
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other words, tge more !ong-!inked the technolégy in an
organization, the {ess likely it is to have either mediating
br intensive technology as well. Mediating and intensive
technologies also correlate significant)y and negatively
with each other.

Table 3 also shows ghe correlates of these technology
variables with critical communication variables--public relations
practices and oﬁher public relations dimensions. Both size of
the public relations depa;tment, as measured by Ehe number of
professionals working there, and centralization of the clearance
process show a stromgd association with a technology variable:
long-linked, As might have been expected, assembly-line
dbérations t;nd to be large and they, in turn, tend to hire
more employees altogether and more public relations personnel
at the same time, Long~linked technology, then, is a strong
indicator of the size of the public relations department'in
many organizations--and vice versa. |t is also a predictor of
thc tendency to centralize clearance of public relations output,

Other correlations between technology and communication
variables, even those that are statistically sjgnifiéant, are
weak. Apparently an organization's throughput and output
variables, as measured in terms of technology and public
relations, do not affect each other as much as do the inmput
variables of size and task complexity.

A
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of the

27
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variaSles with the Hage-Hull types are shown in Table 4. The
deterﬁinants of the typoldgy, scale and task complexity, of
course correlate significantly with all four fypes'because
those types are made up of the fwo structural variables,

Only one of the ﬂoUr Hage-Hull typés of organizations
is a significant pred{ctor of public relation; activities, or
vice versa. The mixed mechanical/organic tybe puts more
emphasis on holding press conferences and making formal contact
with newsmen than do the other three types éf organizations. It
is also significantly and posit}vely related to kounseling
managment and writing speeches and préss releases. The most
strongly negative association among th?se variables is that
between holding press sonferences and the organic organization.
These fi:ﬁ{?gs jibe with the expectation stated earliier that
Primaril& l;rge-scale organizations with high knowlegge and &

S complexity would rely on boundary personnel to publicizé their
qualitative breakthroughs and large volume but re}atively short
prroduct Vife. Boundary bpanners like public relacions
érofessionals also would help cope with a shifting market and
other aspects of the environmental uncertainty characteristic
of this organizational gype.

A weak but nevertheless interesting correlation emerges between the
two centralization measures and the two large-scale types of organizations.
in all four cases the relation, although typically statistically

’)f' ’ g YP Y

insignificant, is negative. This finding indicates that to a limited

-
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Table . 4
SCALE AND COMPLEXITY AS DETERMI'NANTS OF ORGAN|ZATION FORM AND

CORRELATES Ok THE DUMMY VARIABLES REPRESENTING EACH TYPE

Determinants Traditional Mechanical Organit  "Mixed
Scale . R YA LI .h6**;* ' - 42 xRk Slhkhkn
Task Complexity = SEARNE = 58%kkx  Blrrrn N YL

PR Activities (from factor

analysis)
" Writing press releases - -.03 -.09% -.00 =] 3%
. Con&ucting informal research -.07 -.00 -.02 .08
" before a project - .
Holding press conferences & g -.07 -.0l1 \ = 13 L 22%%kk
Making contact with newsmen
Counseling management -.07% -.03 -.05 ;l ok
Writing speeches -.05 - .04 -.02 13
Other PR Dimensions
Size of pr department .01 R L - 12%% .01
(Size of the total organization) ,03 .03 -.05 -.00
Centralization of pr . 10% -.07 .02 -.04
clearance
, Centralization of pr policy .08* -.01 : L10* L
Power of pr department -.26%%%% RYEEE: R R s 1 8xAx
Pri ority level of pr department -, ]g#*# .03 .00 18k
’ Formalizafion of pr -.00 .04 -.00 .02
job de}cription
Technology }
Mechanization - .03 RO RE I -.00
Long- 1 inked .05 -, 07 -.07 RIET
Mediating -.10% .07 © .03 .01
é:;*ﬂht!nsive | .05 -.02 .01 -.06

*Significant at the .10 level.
*%Significant at the .05 level,
**%Significant at the .01 level.
*u*Significant at the .001 level.

26

29



R

27 Ca

.
extent, the larger the scale of the organization, the less centralization
of both public relations clearance procedures and pubiic relations policy.
A tentative explanatioﬁ lies in the possibility of pyblic relations
professionals actually holding managemept-level positions in large-scale
organizations more often than in their small-scale counterparts. |In other

words, public relations professionals in mechanical and mixed organizations

: )
may themselves be top administrators with responsibility for setting
departmental policy and cléaring publications.

Power and authority level also correlate significantly with the

8
[d

Hage-Hull typology. Power is negativély correlated with traditionatl or
craft-type organizations and positively .with both large-scale types:
mechanical and mixed mechanical/organic. Thfé finding adds credibility

;o t he argument that the public relations ﬁrofess}onal ;its closer to }he
top of the hierarchy in a large-scale orgaqiza;ion than he or she does in
the organ[zation of simple machines, few employees and rélatively low
prbductivity. The correlation between péwer and orgénization type is also

1Y

negative but less statistically significant with organic organizations,
those with small batch runs and high professionallskills.

The pattern for authority ieve‘ mirrors that of power with the
craft and the mixed organization types. . ﬁublic relations is most often a
staff function, rather than part of management, in the traditional
organization whereas it is more apt to be part of top management in the
.mixed type. Again; this finding suggests that large-scale organizations

are more dependent on public relations practitioners to help them cope with

their environment,

)



28

Size of the public relations department, which correlaccs significantly
with all three types ;f Thompson technologies, also correlates significantly
with size ;f the total organfiapion and so was expresséd in raw numbers
rather than in proportion to the size of the ofganization as a whole.
(Correlation between thé two' size measures i; :SS,IpS;.OOI.) Size of the
total organization fails to correlate significantly with any of the four
Hage-Hull types of organizations, in spite o;\the fact that one determinant
of scale has been assumed to be size. This helps to confirm the notion
that the organizations sampled have mpre eMploxses than does the typ{;al

. . 6Y
organization. -

Size of the public relations staff correlates significantly but
negatively with the organié organization and oniv somewhat positively with
the mechanical. Interestingly, there is no sign}ficant correlation between
size and the mixed mechaqical/organic organiiation. The small-scale
Organic organization, though, is least likely to have a sizeable public
relations office.

Formalization of the role of the public relations practitioner, as
measured by the ex{stence of a written job description and extent of
deviation from it, fails to correlate sign!ficantly with any of the Hage-
Hull drganization types. An explanation for this lack of association may
lie in the finding (from the frequency distribution) tHat only 18.5 ,!L
percent of all public relations professionals surveyed had such formalized
roles.

Finally, a look at the correlates of all four tethnology variables

with organization types fails to show any strong, significant retationships.

Long-linked, or assembly-line, technology is only somewhat more typical of
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the mixed mechanical/organic orggnization.

Breakdown

s

Jhe breakdown process first provided the number of organizations
falling in each of the four cells of the Hage-ﬂull matrix--h?,fSJ,TﬁO'a?d
70, resﬁectivelyI(totalling'203, rather than the 2}6 organizations
responding, because of missing data). Within each of the ¢ells, then,
breakdown provided a mean score of thé communication vafiableé and a\
one-way analysis of variance to determine w@ether or not those means
are truly different. ‘.; . | )

Table 5 shows that in only one puSlic relations activity was the

[y

F value statistically significant at the .OOl.level-:public relations
professionals in mixed organizations have a significantly higher
incidence of hoiding press_conferences and makiﬁi}formal contacts with
newsmen. Somewhat surprisingly, éhe F value of this variable in
Ofg;nic organizations also shows a significaptly different mean than in
theltwo types of organizations with low task cofiplexity.

On the Qhole, the fourth organizational type showed more public
relations emphasis than did any of the other three. anly one activity
variable, conducting informal reseérch before a project, showéd no
ﬁignif?cant difference among the. four Hage-Hull types.

As in the earlier discussiOp of correlation between publié
}elations dimensions and the typology of organizations, once again power
and authority level are the tﬁo primary indicators of differences among -

the four kinds of organizations. This finding supports the foregoing

assertion that th2 power of thS/Lublic relations professicnal is more

e
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Table § p '

'~ MEAN SCORES OF COMMUNICATION VARIABLES BROKEN DOWN BY ORGANIZATION TYPE

-

Communication Variables Entire Population Organization Tipe ’ ] <
__ ‘ “ S Traditional Mechanical Organic Mixed Mechanical/Organic
| (N=47) (N=51) (N=40) -___(N=70)
Writing preés'releases° ‘ 3.69 - 3.66 - 3.56 - 3.70 3 éﬂ*
Conducting informal research 2.91 . 2.79 _ '2.90 2.88 3.01
before a project® '
& Holdi ferenc | ‘
o o . ng press conterences § 2.95 2.83 2.94 _ 2.70%+ 3. 24%A%
Making contact with newsmen® . . ‘ N
Counseling management® 3.3 3\|9 _ 3.135 3.23 | 3. b6 \
writin9 speeches® 2.95 - 2.85 2.88 2.95 , 3. 1344
Size of pr department |_38’ 1.91 2.12% 1.58% ’ 1.90
Centralization of pr 2,15 2.38 ' . 2.00 . 2.20 2.09
clearance . )
Centraliization of pr 2.4% 2.57 \ 2. 45 2,63 2,314
policy )
Power of pr department | 3.19 ' 2,66iy4:/ 3.53%k% 2.93% 3. 4 7Rk
Authority level of pr dept. . 2 ¢p 2.36*** 2.63 2.60 2,774
’ ’ :
. formalizaslo? of pr 2.53 ": 2.53 2.6] 2.53 S 2.56
Jjob description —
"he higher the mean v.lue, the more frequency of conducting these activities. o
' “qignificant at ,10 level; #*Signifidant at .05 level; ***ziqnificant at .0l level; #****Sjanificant at .00l level.
0 Cy :
o n ' £
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pronounced in large-scale organiiations. in both small-scale organizations,
the orgahic and the tr;ditional, the mean scores for power arqgsignificanily
lower than\ior all organizations. Authority level of the public relations
function i¢ significantly higher in mixed mechanical/organic organizationé
and significantly lower in the craft type. And once again, a centralization
measure seems to indicate a negative relationship betwéen the mixed type

of organization and centrélization of public relations policy. This mean

is significantly lower than for the other three organizations but as with

the correlational analysis, the finding is too weak to be decisive.

Ca
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'DISCUSS 10N

Analysis of the findings of this study have helped to answer the
research questions asked. Although some predictions based on earlier
research have not been confirmed, other expectea r;sults did occur. Even
unexpected resulfs aqd to the total picture of communication withiﬁ
organizations. Togethér these findings offer scholars of both public
relations and organizations a greater understanding of the role public
relations plays fn various types of. organizations.

The firs§ researchcquestion asked what kinds of public relations
activities are typical outfut for the four:Hage-Hull typologies of
organizational input. Although 16 such activities wer;'proposed, factér
analysis and correlational analysis both indicated that a few (writing
speeches, counseling management and writing press releases) are common
practice across organization;. Others, like conducting informal research

-t before beginning new projects and holding press conferences, might pe
typical only of certain organi}ations. So, these five variables se;med to
be critical measures of both pervasive and organizationﬂs;ecific activities,
However, only the fourth organizational type, mixed, seemed to be
indicative of these activities to any extent. Within mechanical/organiqf

forganizationsp,public relations professionals spend more time holding

press conferences, making formal contact with newspeople, counseling

32
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management and writing press releases. No significant differences

:

among the remaining tﬁree-types of-ofganizatioas emerged.
The second research question asked about the relationship
between technology and the interaction of organizational type and

public relations. The two ways of looking at technology—-exteﬁf of

hd -

mechanizatioﬁ and Thompson's concebt of long-linked, mediating and
intensive--gave only‘marginal information about the relationship 4
between pubiic relations and type of organization.

The picture that did emerge 6f this association involved primarily
y .
long-linked technology. Organizations with this assembl;-line operation
tend to have larger pﬁblic relations departments and substantially more
centralization of cléaraqce for public relations. Since long-linked
technology is also associéted with the mixed mechanicaf/organic
organization type, the latter finding is .surprising. .Withcut taking '
technology into consideration, centralized public relations clearance
1s negatively related to this fourth cell in.the Hage-Hull matrix.
Perhaps; then, mixed types of organizations only are characterized by
centralization of public relations clearance when their technology is,
in Thompson's terminology, long-linked.

‘Correlating other structural variables measuring'public relations
with the Hage-Hull typology helpéd to answer the third research question
about variation among types of organizations. Centralization, both of
public relations clearance and policy, showed a negative tendency of

association with both large-scale types of organizations but power and

authority level were the key concepts in this analysis.

\ .'37
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As anticipated, public relations practitioners employed in
traditional, craft-iypq organizations have the least power and authority.

»

Organic o*ganizations also relegate little,power to the pu%lic relations

\ %

. _ departmen\} but power and authority level are prominent in the mixed
type. Power is also a characteristic of the bublic relations department

in mechanical organizations. .
Summary

To summarize the above discussion, consider the emerging profile

of the four Hage-Hull types of organizations. The-first: or 4raditional.

i.s characterfized by public relations practitioners who only rarely counsel

management (about public opinion toward their organization. Public relations

activities and policy clearance process are more centralized than in other

, kinds of organizations; power and auihority level are significantly lower.
The publ\ic relations department in a mechanical organization, on

the other hand, is & somewhat larger operation that has much more poﬁérf

There is less centralization of the public ‘relations function in this type
of organization. Howeyer, few other public relations or technology variables

studied shed much i

~

ht on communication with this type.
The organic organization is the only one among the four types to
place significantly less emphasis on hojding press conferences and making
, formal “contact with journalists. |Its public relations department is the
smallest and perhaps that accounts for its lack of power within the

A\ ]

organization.

14

This study provided the most insight into the mixed type of

organization. Public relations professionals in that setting do the

ERIC | J8
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least amount of writing of press releases. They spend more of their
time, instead, in writing speeches, counseling management, holding press
conferences and establishing formal connections with the news media. These
activities are typical among boundary spanners, as the iiterature ﬁad
predicted. This analysis also showed, thOUgH; that this type of

organization gives its public relations department the most power and

authority and has the least centralization of public relations policy.

Recommendations for Further Study

A\l

I

Isoléting and identifying the.communication ;haracieristics of ,
four different tyées of organiaations, based on their environmental
niches, has only begun in this study. The p}ediction emerging from the
literature that boundary :panners w0uld'pro||ferate in the Iarge scale;.
hxgh task- complexaty sector was confirmed in this study--both by S|ze
of the public relaéTan départment and by the power and authority given
it there. However, the assumption that the organic orgapization, small in
scale but also characterized Sy hibh rate of change in knowlédge, wou ld
require boundary spanners for successful coexistence with its environment
was not_;upported. The influence of technology oh public relations in
this and the craft as well as mechanical organizatiog needs to be studied
further as well.

Uéing data collected for another study precludes the use 6f all-
appropriate measures for this study. Future researchers might want to
devise their own measure of task complexity, for example, and scale.

They might also want to use a sample of organizations with more

heterogeneity of size while preserving the variety of kinds of organizations

39




representéd here.

Whatever sample and méasures_may be used in;future'research,
the description of public reJ;tions within the Hage-Hull typology of
orgaﬁizations should be taken from the outline stége presented here
to tHe fully devéloped status of most other aspects of organizational

structure.
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